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INTRCHXJCTION 

This report presents a descriptive analysliP of tuition-aid programs admin- 
istered by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) contractors. The DOE contractor 
system represents over 100,000 employees and includes over 60 laboratory, pro* 
duction, maintenance, and support facilities, each of which are operated by 
independent contractor organizations under the direction of DOE field and proj- 
ect offices. Located throughout the United States, DOE contractors r^epresent 
individual labor forces that range from as few as 100 employees to as many as 
8,000 employees. DOE contractors include single companies, private corpora- 
tions with branch operations, universities, and university-affiliated entities. 
They each provide a specific service or perform a stated function for the U.S. 
Department of Energy. So essential is their role that one former DOE director 
stated that "much of the vital energy- technology expertise required to 
accomplish the department's missions exists in the university and Industrial 
sectors as well as in DOE facilities" (USDOE, 1979^). 

As do most private companies in the United States, DOB-contracting com- 
panies finance education and training for their employees, they provide 
in-house programs, such as short courses, seminars, and conferences, to support 
their business and production needs. They design tuition-aid programs to 
finance employee educational advancement and self-development. Some companies 
offer supplemental support for intern-program participants and for employee 
educational sabbaticals. The mixture of these educational alternatives offered 
by ai^ specific DOB-contracting company depends upon several variables, i.e., 
the company's objectives, its training needs, its .administrative capabilities, 
its budget levels, employee educational objectives, ^ocal educational institu- 
tions' offerings, and the caliber of the local labor force. 

Most large companies throughout the United States offer tuition-assistance 
programs to allow their employees to enroll in courses and/or degree programs 
at local educational institutions. They realize that the increasing complexity 
of Jobs, the growing interdisciplinary nature of Jobs, and the speed at which 
Jobs change and become obsolescent dictate continual training and educational 
upgrading to remain current. They reimburse employees for all or part of their 
costs for specific job-related and/or degree-oriented courses. They design 
their tuition-aid programs to meet some or all of the following company 
objectives: 
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1. To encourage employees to complete courses that will Improve 
their on-the-job productivity. 

2. To increase ^ployee knowledge for wider responsibilities and 
higher*-level; positions. 

3. To ensure a fcontinuai reserve of proficient personnel in 
specific jobUategorijBS, especially in rapidly changing 
technological: areas . 

4. To provide employees with educational and training oppor- 
tunities that companies cannot possibly encompass within their 
own internal educational structures. 

5. To enable. employees more freedom in pursuing their individual 
career interests. 

^ The purpose of this report is to analyze DOE contractors* employee tuition- 
aid programs on a system-wide basis. When considered germane,- two independent 
variables are used to aggregate survey responses for comparison purposes. 
^ These are the function of the facility and the size of facility workforce. 
Whenever feasible, results are compared to. documented studies of tuition-aid 
programs in private industry in the U.S. (O'Meara, 1970; Lusterman, 1977; 
Miner, 1978; National Manpower Institute, 1978; Gorlin, 1981). 

The prime beneficiaries of this research effort are iX)E contractors. This 
report will provide the aggregated data on tuition-aid programs both within and 
outside of the DOE contractor system. Thus, contractors can compare their 
tuition-aid programs to those DOE tuition-aid programs of other DOE contrac- 
tors. They also can compare the DOE tuition-aid programs to tuition-aid pro- 
grams operated by U.S. private industry. 

METHODOLOGY ' 

This tuition-aid study was initiated under the auspices of Training 
Resources and Data Exchange (TRADE), a network of DOE contractor personnel 
designed to increase communication-and the exchange of ideas, information, and 
resources in the field of human resource development. (For more extensive 
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information on TRADE, see Appendix A.) Oak Ridge Associated Universities 

(ORAU), an active TRADE participant, designed and conducted this survey of DOE 

contractor tuition-aid programs and produced the final report • ** 

To assure clarity and uniformity in conducting this study, a working 

definition of company-sponsored tuition-aid programs was adopted and printed on 

the survey instrument: 

An employee tuition-aid plan is any formal program through 
which an organization offers financial assistance to some or all 
of its employees to encourage them to complete courses of study on 
or off company premises. The assistance covers a substantial 
portion of the tuition charged by the educational institution or 
private company conducting the ^course; it may also allow for 
laboratory >fees, books, transportation, or other related expenses.. 
The courses (whether taken at company request or on the initiative 
of eligible employees) have to bear at least an indirect relation- 
ship to the employee's present or possible future job or.be • , 
necessary for a job-related graduate or undergraduate degree 
(0»Meara, 1970). 

Employee tuition-aid programs generally provide financial assistance and 
work-hour adjustments for off-site courses held during work hours and are 
taught by outside-of-plant personnel. They cay encompass educational 
sabbaticals, internships, and retraining programs. Employee tuition-aid 
programs are not student-loan programs. They are not in-plant courses for 
traiiSing company employees on. company premises during work hours. 

A questionnaire was developed and mailed with a cover letter to 51 DOE 
contractor sites in July 1980 (see Appendix B). This questionnaire was 
patterned after one used in 1977 by the Natipnal Manpower Institute (NMI) J 
The NMI study was performed under contract with the National Institute of 
Education. The NMI study's objectives were to determine the extent of 
utilization of union-management negotiated tuition-aid programs and to identify 
barriers that tend %o reduce worker participation in such programs (NMI, 1978). . 
Even though the NMI study focused upon tuition-aid from the narrow perspective 
, of tuition-aid programs negotiated as part of union-management bargaining 
positions, the NMI study's survey instrument provided a relevant and useful 
model for gathering information on tuition-aid plans within the DOE contractor 
network. 
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Each questionnaire was addressed to a TRADE liaison committee member who 
was askecl to assume responsibility for its completion. Requested information 
related to the objectives, administration, funding, employee participation, and 
perceived effects of that DOE contractor's company-sponsored tuition-aid 
program. In addition to- completing the questionnaire, DOE contractors were 
asked to provide any available written information that would give further ex- 
planations about the operations of ^their company-sponsored tuition-aid pro- 
grams. Of particular interest were the following four aspects of DOE con- 
tractor tuition-aid programs: 

^ \. Requirementfl for Tuition kid. What conditions and/or 
requirements must employees meet, such as grade point 
averages, employment status, company service time, and 
availability of other financial resources, to qualify for 
tuition aid? 

2. Allowable Ejcpenaefl. What courses, fees, course materi&l, 
costs, and/or associated fee? are reimbursed to employees? 

3« Level of Relmburaemftnt . What portion of employee tuition 
. costs do DOE contractors pay? 

* 

4. Ottier Educ ational Qpfclona. In addition to tuition-aid 
programs, what other educational alternatives do DOE 
\ contractors offer to their employees? 

^ After some follow-up, 42 completed questionnaires were returned, repre- 
senting 62% of the 51 DOE contractors contacted. More than three-fourths of 
these respondents attached written information about their tuition-aid 
programs. A search of other resources provided relevant, but limited, 
information on five additional DOE contractor tuition-aid programs. Therefore, 
this report contains tuition-aid program information for '4? DOE contractor 
sites, 92% of the total contacted. (An alphabetical listing of these DOE 
facilities and contractors appears in Appendix C«) Thirty-nine (63%) of the 
participants submitted copies of their company-sponsored tuition-aid plans. 
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SURVEY PARTICIPANTS 

Fop more meaningful interpretation of DOE contractor tuition-aid programs, 
survey participants are categorized by facility function ^md by workforce size. 
Geographic locations are designated within state boundaries. Facility func- 
,tions include three groups: research and development {R4D), production (P), 
and maintenance and support {M*S). Facility workforce size is divided also 
into three groups: those DOE contractors reporting more than 3000 employees 
O3000), those reporting between 1000-3000 employees (1000-3000), and those 
with fewer than 1000 employees {<1000). 

Twenty- three (k9%) of the DOE contractor survey participants represent R4D 
contractors. Thirteen (28$) are P facilities; while eleven (23%) represent M4S 
contractors. Each of these functional types is well represented in this sur- 
vey, as all 51 DOE contractors who were contacted originally can be function- 
ally categorized as 45$ R4D, 31* P, and 24$ M4S. Table 1 presents 
alphabetically the DOE facilities within each functional (R&D, P, M4S) cate- 
gory. 

The numbers and confi6arations assigned to each DOE facility in Table 1 are 
used" for. the site locations in Figure 1. The survey participants are geograph- 
ically located throughout the contiguous United States with concentrations in 
California^ Nevada, New Mexico, Ohio, Tennessee, and Washington. Other states 
represented include Colorado, Florida, Idaho, Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, 
New Jersey, New York, and Texas. 



TABLE 1. DOE CONTRACTOR TUITION-AID 
SURVEY PARTICIPANT LISTING BY FACILITY FUNCTION 

R^aftaroh and D evelopment (R4D) 
Facilities ' Contractor 



1 Ames Laboratory 

2 Argonne National Laboratory 

'3 Brookhaven National Laboratory 

4 Comparative Animal Research 

Laboratory 

5 EG4G Energy M'jasurements Group 

6 Exxon Nuclear Laboratory 
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Iowa State University , 
University of Chicago and Argonne 

Universities Association 
Associated Uniyersities, Inc. 
University df Tennessee 

EG4G, Inc., Las Vegas Area Operations 
Exxon Nuclear Idaho Co., Inc. 
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TABLE 1. DOE CONTRACTOR TUITION-AID 
SURVEY PARTICIPANT LISTING BY FACILITY FUNCTION (continued) 



Fioilities 

7 Feral National Aooelerator 

Laboratory : 

8 General Atonic Company 

9 General Electric Ccopany 

10 Hanfi^d Engineering Development 

Laboratory 

11 Idaho National Engineering 

Laboratory 

12 Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory 

13 Lawrence Livemore Laboratory 

14 Los Alamos National Laboratory 

15 Lovelace Medical Foundation 

16 Oak Ridge Associated Universities 

17 Oak Ridge National Laboratory 

18 Pacific Northwest Laboratory 

19 Princeton Plasma Physics Laboratory 

20 Sandla National Laboratory (CA) 

21 Sandla National Laboratory (NM) 

22 Solar Energy Research Institute 

23 Stanford Linear Accelerator Center 



Contractor 

Jhiversltles Research Assoc Ino« 

General Atonic Company 
General Electric Company - Nuclear 
Division 

Westlnghbuse Electric Corpot^ation 

EGiG Idaho, Inc. 

University of California- 
University of California 
University of California 
Lovelace Medical Foundation 
Oak Ridge Associated Universities 
Union Carbide Corp., Nuclear Division 
Battelle Memorial Institute 
Princeton University 
Western Electric Company 
Western Electric Company 
MlQVv^st Research Institute 
Stanford University 



Product j.on (P) 



24 Energy Technology Engineering 
Center 

.25 Hanford Production Operations 

26 Kansas City Plant 

27 Mound Facility 

28. National Lead Company of Ohio 

29 Oak. Ridge Gaseous Diffusion Plant 

Facilities 

30 Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant 

31 Pantex Plant 



32 Pinellas Plant 

33 Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant 

34 RMI Company 

35 Rocky Flats Plant 

36 y-12 Plant 



Rockwell International, Energy 

Systtes Groups 
Rockwell Hanford Operations 
Bendix Corporation 
Monsanto Research Corporation 
National Lead Company of Ohio 
Union Carbide Corp. , Nuclear Division 
Contractor 

Union Carbide Corp* , Nuclear Division 
Mason and H&nger - Silas Mason Coo 
Inc. 

General Electric Company - Nuclear 

Division 
Goodyear Atomic Corporation 
RMI Company 

Rockwell International, Energy 

Systems Group 
Union Carbide Corp., Nuclear ^ Division 
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TABLE 1. DOE COHTHACTOH^TUITION-AID 
S.OHVEY PARTICIPANT LISTING BY FACILITY FUNCTION (continue*d) 



Facilities 

37 Chicago Operations 

38 Las Vegas Area* 

39 Las Vegas Area 

40 Las Vegas Area 

41 Las Vegas Area 
42. Los AlaBOS Area 

43 Oak Ridge Area 

44 Richland' Area 

45 Richland Area 

46 Richland Area 

47 Richland Area 



Contractor 

Lunu&us (C. £•} Corporation * 

Conputer Science Cooperation 

Fenlx and Scishon, Inc. 

Reynolds Electrical and Engineering 

Wackenhut Services, Inc. 

Zia Conpany 

Rust Engineering Corporation 

BCS Richland f Inc. 

Hanford Environmental Health 

Foundation 
Jones (J* A.) Construction Services 
Vitro Engineering 




Figure 1. State Distributioi;i of DOE Contractor L980 Tuition-Aid 
Survey Participants by Facility Function. 
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The total employee population of the 47 participating DOE contractor sites 
at the time of this survey in July 1980 was 108,721. For comparison, the FY80 
total population of all 62 'DOE gpyernment-owned contractor-operated (COCO) 
facilities was 113J79 (USDOE, 1980). Table ? presents alphabetically the DOE 
facilities within each workforce size O3000-, 1000-3000, <1000) category. 



table' 2. DOE CONTRACTOR TUITION-AID 
' SURVEY PARTICIPANT LISTING BY WORKFORCE SIZE 



><Q00 



Facilities 

Argohne National Laboratory 

BrookhJuVen National Laboratory 
General Electrib Company 

Hanford Engineering Develo^went 

Laboratory * ' 

Hanford Production Operations 
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory 
Kansas City Plant 
Las Vegas Area 

Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory 
Lawrence Livermore Laboratory 
Lob Alamos Scientific Laboratory 
Oak Ridge Gaseous Diffusion Plant 
Oak Ridge National Laboratory 
Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant 
Rocky Flats Plant 

Sandia National Laboratories (NM) 
•y-12 Plant 



Employees ' 



" Contractor 

« University of Chicago and Argonne 

Universities Association 
Associated Universities, Inc. 
General Electric Company - Nuclear 

Division 

Westinghouse Electric Corporation 

Rockwell Hanford Operations 

EG&G Idaho, Inc. 

Bendix Corporation 

Reynolds Electrical & Engineering 

University of California 

University of California 

University of California 

Union Carbide Corp., Nuclear Division 

Union Carbide Corp., Nuclear Division 

Goodyear Atomic Corporation ^ 

Rockwell International, Energy 

Systems Group 
Western Electric Company 
Union Carbide Corp., Nuclear Division 



Chicago Operations 

EG&G Energy Keasurenents Group 

Energy Technology Engineering Center 

Permi National Accelerator Laboratory 



Lummus (C.E.) Corporation 

EGAG, Inc., Las Vegas Area Operations 

Rockwell International, Energy ; 

Systems Group 
Universities Research Assoc., Inc. 
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TABLE '2. DOE CONTRACTOR TUITION-AID 
SURVEY PARTICIPANT LISTING BY WORKFORCE SIZE (continued) 



Facilities 



Contractor 



General Atonic Coapany 

Mound Facility 

Pacific Northwest Laboratory 

Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant 

Pantex Plant 

Pinellas Plant 

Sandia National Laboratories (CA) 
Stanford Linear Accelerator Center 



General Atonic Company 
Monsanto Research Corporation 
Battelle Memorial Institute 
Union Carbide Corp., Nuclear Division 
Mason and Hanger -> Silas Mason Co.i 
Inc . 

General Electric Company - Nuclear 

Division 
Western Electric Company 
Stanford University 



<1QQQ EmplQveea 



Ames Laboratory 

Comparative Animal Research Laboratory 

Exxon Nuclear Laboratory 

Las Vegas Area 

Las Vegas Area 

Las Vegas Area 

Los Alamos Area 

Lovelace Medical Foundation « 
National Lead Company of Ohio 
Oak Ridge Area 

Oak Ridge Associated Universities 

Princeton Plasma Physics Laboratory 

Richland Area 

Richland Area 

Richland Area 

Richland Area 

RMI Company 

Solar Energy Research Institute 



low^ State University 
University of Tennessee 
Exxon Nuclear Idaho Co.i Inc. 
Computer Sciences Corporation 
Fenix and Scisson, Inc. 
Wackenhut Services 9 Inc. 
Zia Company 

Lovelace Medical Foundation 

National Lead Company of Ohio 

Rust Engineering Corporation 

Oak Ridge Associated Universities - 

Princeton University ' 

BCS Richland, Inc. 

Hanford Environmental Health Found. 

Jones iJ^A.) Construction Services 

Vitro Engineering Company 

RMI Company 

Midwest Research Institute 



The total number of i)articipating DOE contractor facilities in each of the 
three workforce categories appears in Table 3* R&D facilities were* largely 
represented in the >3000 employee group, although sizable representations 
appeared in the 1000-3000 and the <1000 groups. Most M&S contractors fell into 
the category of^ <1000 employees, production facilities were well represented 
In both the 1000-3000 and the wOOO groups. 
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TABLE 3. DOE CONTRACTOR tUlTlON-AID 
SURVEY PARTICIPANTS BY WORKFORCE SIZE AND FACILITY FUNCTION 



Workforce size 


Pacllltv Function 




' (# employees) 


R&D 


P M&S 


Totals 


<1000 


7 - 


2 9 


18 (38$) 


1000-3000 


6 


5 1 


12 (26$) 


>3000 


10 


6 1 


17 (36$) 


Totals 


23 im) 


13 (28$) 11 (23$) 


HI (100$) 



FINDINGS AND COMPARISONS ^ 



Prevalence 

DOE contractors provide education and training opportunities for their 
employees, even though the U.S. Department of Energy does not require it. 
Tuition-aid programs are one of the many educational activities financed and 
implemented by these contractors. All 47 survey participants report the 
existence of a tuition-aid program at their facilities. 

Other tuition-aid surveys found widespread prevalence of ""tuition-aid 
programs within U.S. companies. A Conference Board study based upon 610 
responses from companies selected as representative of all U.S. major 
industries and. as representative of all U.S. firms of at least 500 employees 
found that tuition-aid programs were present in 69% of the respohdent firms 
(Lusterman, 1977). A Bureau of National Affairs Personnel PoliciiBS Forum 
survey indicated that 90% of the 141 reporting companies operated tuition-aid 
programs for reimbursement of employee educational expenses. This represented 
a slight increase over their 1974 BNA-PPF survey, in which 88$ of the 
responding companies reported tuition-aid benefits (Mirier, 1978). A more 
recent survey of The Conference Board found that 90% of 1396 respondents 
provided tuition-aid programs for full-time white-collar workers, exempt and 
nonexempt, and almost 80$ had such programs for full-time blue-collar workers 
(Gorlin, 1981). 
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Longevity 

Tuition aid is by no means a new concept to the DOE contractor system. Of , 
the 36 contractors who indicated the age of their company-sponsored tuition-aid J., 
programs, 13 (36$) had operated the program for more than 20 years; 17 (.^7%) 
for between 11 and 20 years; only 6 (171) for 10 years or less.'. 

The oldest reported tuition-aid program is 53 years old, even though the 
DOE contractor system was only 32 years old at the time of the survey in 1980. . 
In this particular case, the parent company had had an operating tuition-aid 
program for 21 years before one of its divisions became a DOE contractor in 
]9H6. The newest DOE contractor tuition-aid program has been operating for 
only two years. Large facilities, ones with more than 3000 employees, that 
perform R4D and production functions have the older tuition-aid jirograms. 
Table H presents detailed categorical information on how long tuition-aid 
programs have been provided. # 



TABLE ii. AGE OF DOE CONTRACTOR TUITION-AID PROGRAMS 
BY FACILITY FUNCTION AND WORKFORCE SIZE 



HAD p MAS Totala . 

^_^Q 1-23. <1000 employees 

11-20 . 1 - J» ' -5 

2U 2 1 - .3 - 

^_^Q _ _ _ . 1000-3000 employees 

I1I2O 52-7 



21 + 



11-2 



^_^0 2 1 - 3 >3000 employees 

11-20. 3 115 



21 + 
Totals: 



5 3-8 

20 9 7 36 



Private industry surveys indicate that employee tuition-aid programs did 
not gain. notable acceptance in business and industry until after World War II. 
A National Industrial Conference Board survey of 178 tuition-aid programs 
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revealed only 12 in existence in 19^U Over 431 of the programs were begun 
during the 1950s, while 37% were established in the 1960s (O'Meara, 1970). The 
Bureau of National Affairs Personnel Policies Forum survey reported that of the 
107 companies providing information on the age of thoir tuition-aid programs, 
* the majority were less than 16 years old, having been instituted between 1961 
and 1975. Of the four tuition-aid programs established befdre^l^^O}^, the oldest 
began in the mid-1930s (Miner, 1978). 



Objectives 

Tuition-aid programs are designed to promote the mutual welfare of both the 
participating employees and the sponsoring companies. DOE contractors were not 
asked to relate their objectives for sponsoring tuition-aid programs. However, 
they were reques^Bd-^^o read and rate each of ten explicit organizational 
objectives. (See Appendix B, question 11.) Thirty-nine contractors completed 
this section qf the questionnaire. The objectives of their tuition-aid 
pro-ams ratedVpf greatest importance, as shown in Figure 2, are to aid 
employees in personal development, to improve employee job performance, and to 
prepare employees for future company assignments. Tuition-aid programs are not 
widely used to conform to union-management negotiations. 

Tuition-aid programs are important to DOE contractors fpr updating the 
skills and knowledge of specific groups ot employees. Seventy-four percent 
report that an important objective of their tuition-aid programs is to update 
knowledge and skills of technicians. Oyer 60> of the DOE contractors report 
that among the highest priorities of their companies are the improvements of 
the knowledge and skills of scientists and engineers and- of managerial 
personnel. Increasing the knowledge and skills of clerical personnel is rated 
of ljap9rtance by 54$ of the DOE contragtors. 
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1. To recruit employees . » 'n 

2. To update knowledge and skills of scientists and engineers \ 

3. To update knowledge and skills^ of technicians \ 

4. To update knowledge and skills of managers 

5. To update knowledge and skills of .clerical personnel 

6. To aid employees in personal development 

7. To Improve job performance 

H. To prepare for future job assignments 

9. To increase attract Ivoness of company benefit package 

10. To conform to negotiated union-managemant agreements 

Figure 2. PorceLved Objectives of DOK Contractor Tuition-Aid Program, 



Tuition-aid programs apparently help several DOE contractors to meet their 
. recruitment objectives • Over 60? the DOE contractor respondents indicate 
that their* tuition-aid programs are Important in helping to recruit employees , 
and to increase the attractiveness of their company benefits package. 

When tuition-aid program objectives are compared by facility function, the 
same general consensus. occurs. Of particular* interest, however, is the fact 
that each facility function group reports for at least one of the objectives a 
100f response. One hundred percent of the maintenance and support facilities 
view trie objective of improving job performance as "important'* or "most 
important." Production facilities indicate that the major objective of all 
their tuition-aid programs is to prepare for future job assignments; whereas 
research and development facilities report that aiding employees in personal 
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development is most important* Tuitlon-ald programs to conform to union- 
management negotiations are given lowest ratings in production and in 

.maintenance and support facilities as well as in research and development 

p 

facilities. Figures 3A, 3B, and 3C present more detailed information by^ 
facility functions. 



PerceJit^ 



1. To recruit employee* 

^ 2. To updaCvC knowledge and- skills of scientists and engineers 

3. To update knowledge and skills of technicians ^ 

4. To update knowledge and skills of managers 

5. To update knowledge and skills of clerical personnel 

6. To aid employees in personal development 

7. To improve job perfornuince 

8. To prepare for future job assignments • ' 

9. To increait attractiven«8f of company benefit package 
To conform to negotiated union-roanagem«nt agrtementa 

Flgurr 3A. Force Lved Objectives of DOE Contractor Tuition-Aid Programs 
for Research and Development Facilities. 
(N=19) 
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To recruit employees 

To update knowledge and skills of scientists and engineers 

To-.updatc knowledge and skills of technicians 

To update knowledge and skills of managers 

To update knowledge and skills of clerical personnel 

To aid employees in personal development 

To* improve Job performance 

To prep#„rc for future Job asiignments 

To increase attractiveness of company benefit package 

To conform to rtegotiated union-management agreements 

Perceived Objectives of DOE Contractor Tultlon-Ald Programs 
for Maintenance and Support Facilities* 
(N-19) 
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Other studies have analyzed company tultlon-ald program objectives. The 
National Industrial Conference Board fjound that the two major objectives of 198 
surveyed companies were to enable employees to get ahead In the company and to 
make all employees more. productive (O^Meara, 1970}. In the late 1970s the 
National Manpower Institute felt that an understanding of both company and 
union perceptions of negotiated tultlon-ald programs were significant for 
gaining a general perspective on tultlon-ald In the private sector. . Figure 4 
shows that' there^ was: baslc-^agreement-between-companles -and-unlons In the NMI 
study about the objectives of tultlon-ald programs. Both felt that updating 
knowledge and skills, Improving worker performance, and aiding workers In their 
personal development and growth were Important objectives. For companies, six 
other objectives were of importance , especially preparing employees for future 
^asslgnnents with the company. For unions, nine other objectives rated highly, 
with the objectives of conforming to a negotiated agreement and of responding 
to local membership concerns valued considerably (NHI, 1978). 
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Figure A. Importance of Tultlon-Ald Program for Company and Union Officials 



Source: Nntlonal Manpower Inb^ltute, An Untapped RAanurce ! Negotiated 
Tult top-Aid tn the PrlVte Sector, 1978, p. 46. 
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The objectives that DOE contractors rated of- importance (aiding employees 
in personal development, improving employee Job performance, and preparing 
employees for future Job assignments) are also highly rated objectives of the 
tuition-aid programs of the larger universe of private industry* Both company 
management and union officials view tuition-aid as valuable assistance in 
improving employee skills* 

, Content of Tuition-Aid Programs 

Thirty-nine DOE contractors submitted copies of their company-sponsored 
tuition-aid plans* Many of these DOE contractors represented decentralized 
branch operations of large corporations or university-affiliated entities* 
Their tuition-aid programs were adopted or modified tuition-aid plans developed 
by parent companies or universities* In the survey sample over .50$ of the 
respondents were branches or divisions of larger corporations, and 21$ were 
university-affiliated entities* Their tuition-aid programs, in many cases, 
were initiated by parent companies and universities many years ago and since 
have been adopted at DOE contractor facilities* 

Explanatory statements and procedural policies on tuition-aid often appear 

in DOE contractor employee handbooks or on handout sheets* For example, one 

division of a large corporation provided this concise general policy statement 

on tuition-aid educational assistance: 

The Company has a general policy to encourage its qualified 
employees, especially those trained in engineering and science, to 
continue their education in fields that are of interest .to the 
Company* . To provide an incentive to further education and train- 
ing, the Company sponsors different educational programs at 
technical school, co3.1ege and post-graduate levels, which provide 
for attendance in whole or in part during nonworking hours with 
certain expenses of tuition and fees reimbursed by tne Company to 
eligible employees* The programs, the costs of which ane to be 
r<^i9bursed, are: (a) Graduate Degree Programs, (b) Undergraduate 
Degree Programs, (c) Certificate Programs, (d) Single Course 
' Support Programs, (e) Correspondence Courses' and (f) College Level 
Examination Programs. 

The tuition^aid plans reveal various course and degree program contents* 
These plans present the policies and categorizations that differentiated 
tuition-aid from other DOE contractor education and training efforts* As noted 
by DOE contractors, education and training consist of on-the-job activities. 
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on*>8lte short courses, craft apprenticeships, and seminars, all^of which are 
company^contrqlled and company*conducted« These training activities cover 
specific topics for targeted employee groups. They are usually short term, 
Job*>r€lated or Job-required, and offered during normal working hours* .In 
contrast y tultlon-ald programs generally require long-term career development 
commitments of individual employees. Courses are taken at the request of the 
employee. Degree programs are chosen by the employee. Courses are provided by 
outside-of-company sources and are scheduled after work hours. 

The following excerpts from- the questionnaires of four DOE contractors 
summarize the content of thelrHuitlon-ald programs and clarify the 
contractor's perception of the relationship of tuition-aid programs to the 
overall training and education activities provided for DOE contractor 
employees: 

Tuition-aid plans are courses taken at accredited colleges, 
either job-related or working toward a degree. We have training 
courses for employees in plant— not .college credit; Job related, 
however. 

tuition aid is employee initiated with management approval. In- 
hbuse training and other training is management initiated. 
Tuition aid. is provided for courses taken relevant to employee's 
current or potential work assignments or for degree programs 
(courses) relevant to current or potential work assignments. It 
is not otherwise integrated Into overall training programs. 

The Tuition Refund Program is not a part of pur regular, on-site 
training activities; it is a separate program. . 

DOE contractors are relatively flexible in px^ovldlng tuition-aid for vari- 
ous types of courses requested by employees. Six DOE contractor tuition-aid 
plans include audit courses, while 16 allow financial assistance for corres- 
pondence courses if approved by the company before tha correspondence courses 
are taken. Pour tuition-aid plans indicate that financial assistance is 
available for Job-related courses only, whereas 25 plans state specifically 
that financial assistance will be granted for\courses that are either Job- 
related or degree-oriented. Designations of Job-related courses vary from 
company to company, depending upon who is authorised to make the decisions. 

Job-relatedness as a stated standard for acceptable tuition-aid courses,* 
however, appears to be decreasing in the private sector. The 1970 Conference 
Board report which analyzed the tuition-aid program of 200 large companies 



found that job-relatednesa wa9 a requirenent in 991 of the firms (O^^Meara, 
1970) • In the 1 978. Bureau of National Affairs Personnel Policies For uk Survey 
on Tuition-Aid, representing responses from 141 personnel executives of both 
large and small companies, 88^ had tuition-aid requirements that courses must 
be related to the employee's present or future job*. Thirteen percent required 
employee enrollment in a specific certificate or degree progr.am. In addition, 
the determination of whether or not courses were job-related or degree-oriented 
was made by the personnel department alone in one-sixth of the companies, by 
the immediate supervisor in one-tenth, by the department manager in another 
one-tenth, by the training department in over one- fifth of the companies,, and 
by joint determinations in more tl&an one-third of the companies (Miner, 1978) • 
The 1981 Conference Board survey found that 75% of the 1227 companies with 
tuition-aid programs insisted that courses eligible for tuition aid be related 
to the employee's current job (Oorlin, 1981). 

■ Few DOE contractors allow courses to be taken on company time. Among the 
RtD facilities, nine c jpanies allow employees to attend courses held during 
normal work hours in special circumstances. Among production facilities, two 
allow courses to be taken during normal work hours if the courses cannot be 
scheduled for any other time, if the employee absence does not create a 
hardship for the .company, and/or if working hours can be rescheduled. Nine 
prpduction facility tuition-aid plans, however, specifically require that 
courses be taken outside of normal work hours. Most M4S facilities also 
require that courses be taken outside of normal work hours. 

In the private sector of U.S. industry, the privilege of released time, for 
taking tuition-aid program courses has often been quelified. The Bureau of 
National Affairs Suirv.ey found that courses might be taken on company time in 
over 40$ of the companies with tuition-aid^ benefits, but only under special 
circumstances such as when the course is required. by the company, when the 
course is offered only at one time, or where work flow is not disrupted. Some 
companies had a policy of permitting up to six hours per week of released time 
to attend classes; others allowed employees to take courses half on company 
time and half on employee time (Miner, 1978). The Conference Board survey 
determined that B5% of the responding. companies required class attendance only \ 
during nonworking hours. Less than 4$ of the companies allowed time off for 
class attendance, with Or without pay. Twelve percent of the companies with 
tuition-aid programs, however, did allow employees to adjust work schedules for 
claas attendance (Oorlin, 1981). 



Adainiatration and Financing of Tuition-Aid Programs 

Eighty- five percent of the DOE contractor tuition-aid prograns are admin- 
istered by specific company organizational entities, i.e. , office^^dfepart- 
■ehts, divisions. Administration of the remaining programs rests wlt>h 
university-affiliated personnel and/or special education committees. Companies 
entitle organizational l^nits with similar functions differently. For this 
reason, the resppnses reported may indicate a wider variation in organizational 
placement of tuition-aid programs than is actually the case. Par*;icipaht 
responses indicate that the major management responsibility for DOE contractor- 
sponWed tuition-aid programs is placed with education and training depart- 
ments (28$) and with personnel services offices (26$). In addition, employee/ 
hum^n/industrial relations units (13$) and employee/ human resource development 
groUDs (15$) manage significant portions of these tuition-aid programs. 



TABLE 5. ADMINISTRATIVE UNITS OF TUITION-AID PROGRAMS 
BY FACILITY FUNCTION 



Arim^nlMtratiivii unit 

Company office/department/division 
Education and training 
Personnel services 

Employee/human resources development 
Employee/human/ industrial relations 
Employment services 
Information services 
Subtotal 

University administered ^ 

Not indicated 

Totals 



FaGtlltv function — 



5 
5 
5 
2 
1 



19 
3 
1 

23 



7 
2 
1 
2 
0 

JL 
12 

0 

1 

-13 



5 
1 

2 
0 

JL 
9 

0 
2 
11 



13 

12 
7 
6 
1 



40 (85*) 
3 ( 6%) 
4. ( 9%) 

47 (100>) 



Table 5 shows the saae general pattern of administrative responsibilities 
when DOE facilities are categorized by function, except that neither production 

2o 



0 



nor naintenance and support contractorji report tuition-aid programs adninie * 
tered by eaployment services, information cervices, or universities, as do a 
f^»V re?^ei*ych and development facilities. • i , 

This pattern changes when DOE faqilitiea are categorized by size of wq^^i- - 
for.ce. Table 6 reveals that DOE contractors with fewer than 1000 employeeo j^r 
represented in all but one of the administrative units; whereas mediumpsizeU 
(1000-3000 employees) companies and those facilities with more than 3000 
employees concentrate their tuitiou-aid program administration within one of 
four company offices/departments/divisipns, i.e., education and training, 
personnel services, employee/human resource development, and employee/human/ 
industrial relations. * 
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TABLE 6. ADMINISTRATIVE UNITS OF TUITION-AID PROGRAMS 

BY WORKFORCE SIZE 



ArtminlMtrafclvft unit WorkfOrfift- SiM 

<iOQQ inno-^ooo >^0Q0 ' jsiiAla. 

Company office/department/division 
Education and training 
Personnel services 

Employee/human resources development 
Employee/human/industrial relations 
Employment services 
Information services 
Subtotal 

University administered 

Not indicated 

Totals 



1 


.3 


9 


13 




-5 ^ 


3 


. 4 . 


12 




0 


4 


3 


7 




3 


2 


1 


6 




1 


, 0, 


0 


1 






JL 


JL- 


_X 




11 


■12 


17 


40 


' (ssi.) 


3 


. 0 


0 


3 


(6%) 


4 


0 


, 0 


4 


(9%) 


18 




• 17 


47 


(100*) 



-Approximately one-third of the DOE contractors finance their tuition-aid 
programs with monies budgeted directly fhr education and training function. In 
these caaesy each department or division is financially responsible for the 
allovable tuition-aid expenses accumulated by its jissigned employees. Other 
contractors pay tuition-aid expenses indirectly through staff line budgets 
manr.ged either by personnel services,^ education and training departments, or 
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eaployee/human resources and industrial relations departinents. In some cases, 
contractors channel monies through central company budgets and/or through 
overhead Indirect funds* 

Information about the administration and financing of private Industry 
tultloQ-ald programs has been addressed in two surveys. The 1970 National 
Industrial Conference Board survey reVealed that most companies assigned 
tuition-aid program administration to one or a group of executives at the 
corporate level. When the responsibility was handed to a single executive, it 
was given to the head^ of either the education and training department or the 
^p^raonPAll^pvloefl department. On the othe r hand, when this re sponsibilit y was 



delegated to a group of executives, they were usually a specially constituted 
committee composed of employees at both the corporate and local levels^ 
(©•Meara, 1970). 

The 1978 Bureau of National Affairs survey addressed the financing of 
tuition-aid programs in private industry. Of the 141 companies^ surveyed, over 
one-half, 52% of those with tuition-aid programs, allocated expenditures for 
tuition aid to the departmental budgets of employees participating in the plan. 

, Eighteen percent of the companies assigned tuition-aid costs to the personnel 
and industrial relations budgets; whereas only 5% apportioned these costs to 
the company training and education department. In 16% of the companies with 
. tuition-aid programs, costs were allocated to a general account (general 
expenses, overhead, administrative budget), to the employee beneflts^fund, or 
to a completely separate line-item account. Seven percent of the participants 
in this BNA survey did not indicate how their tuition-aid costs were budgeted 

. (Miner, 1978). 

. 

Operations of Tuition-Aid Programs 

Although tuition-aid programs are generally administered by centralized 
company departments, their implementation and operations are highly dispersed 
• througl*Jut the company. In the DOE contractor companies, as well as in private 
Industry, all supervisory personnel accept some responsibilities for effective 
tuition-aid program operation. However, the first-line supervisor of the 
employee participating in the company tuition-aid program assumes the key role. 
This supervisor frequently provides the initial Impetus for employee tuition- 
aid participation, as welJ aal the support and encouragement necessary for 
course and/or degree completion. 
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Formal approval for tuition-aid participation in DOE contractor facilities, 
according to thia TRADE survey, is required of several, entities within the 
contracting companies. These include superylsora, department heads, general 
pomonnel, eduoation und training speolallota, and special education 
committees. The primary aource of approval, however, la the first-line super- 
visor. Figure 5 indicates that more than one half of the survey participants 
report active first- line supervisor involvement. These supervisors inform 
' their employees about their company tuitipn-aid program. Moreoyer, they 
screen, approve, encourage, counsel, and monitor their tuition-aid 



TTar tfeipaiTt's"; *1>out~~tl#o=Tff ths of the survey participants- reprr't^Trart 

first-line 'supervisors have only minimal involvement in the implementation of 
their company tuition-aid programs. These supervisors are merely reactive to 
employee_initiative and inquiry. ^ Less than one-tenth of the DOE contractor 
participants indicate that the first-line supervisor has no involvement in 
their tuition-aid program operations* 
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Figure 5. Supervisor Involvement in Tuition-Aid Programs 



Moflt DOE oontraolor luit;lon-ald progrnmo ftra oporaLod on w rolmburooroent 
* 'basis. A few have provisions for advance payments. A few provide ahort-term 
loana for educational aaaiatance. Among the*reaearch and development 
facilities, ten contractors provide reimbursements of up to 100$ of tuition 
costs. Most of these also reimburse for books and for associated fees, i.e., 
registration, laboratory, thesis, etc. Among production facilities, eight 
tuition-aid plans indicate financial assistance of up to 100$; one provides up 
to ^5$; and one provides up to 50$. Five maintenance and support facilities 
_reyiburAe _up„ Jlo_ lOOj^^^ also pay for books and 

associated feea. 
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In many cases , specific stipulations exist for eligibility for reimburse- 
nent« Thirty-seven DOE contractor tuition-aid plans contain information on 
eligibility requirements. Fifteen (411) place limitations on employees who 
have access to other sources of financial assistance, such as veteran^s 
benefits, college grants, scholarships ^ and loans. Tuition^aid from the DOE 
contA^actor is either reduced or withheld to prevent duplication of payment. 
Twenty-five (68$) of the DOE contractor tuition-aid plans reimburse employees 
only if they complete courses with a grade of C or better. The remaining plans 
do not specify grade requirements; Twenty-one DOE contractors reimburse ^00% 
ftf— feb^-jipppftv^-ftduQAttona l ooa t a f i, e . y t ultlon^^JLaborato rv fees, books. 



required course materials) incurred by tuition-ai.d participants. These include 
ten research and development facilities, six production facilities, and five 

..maintenance and support facilities. The majority of these pay 50% to 75$ of 
the educational costs at the time the participant either enrolls or completes 
approved courses and pay the remainder after the attainment of a certificate, 
diploma, or degree. 

Although most DOE contractors provide tuition*-aid information to all 
employee*, not all employees are eligible for participation. Twenty-four of 
the 37 tuition-aid plans addressing this issue (65$) state that employees 
eligible for tuition aid must be full-time permanent workers. Mine contractors 
(24$) indicate that part-time employees, those ^ho work 20 or more hours per 
week, may participate. 

Company servioa records are sometimes required for tuition-aid eligibility. 
Eight DOE contractors (22$) stipulate various amounts of empioyme^it history 
with the company. Of the R&D contractors, three require at least six months of 
employment for tuition-aid eligibility. One plan istates that at least six 
months of prior company work history is required so that employee potential and 
future contributions to the company may be projected. Two DOE 'production- 
facility contractors require prior company work experience of six months; one 
requires a 24-month period of company work history. Three maintenance and 
support facilities, exact six months of company service time of tuitioifi-aid 
recipients. ^ 
A few DOE contractors Impose post*tuitlon-ard requirements. Six RAD 

"contractor tuitTorf-^d plans (16$) stipulate that recipient employees either 
remain with the company .for a speci'f^lc period of time after tuition aid is used 
or- reimburse the company for all or some specified portion of financial aid 
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granted; Theae stipulations apply primarily to professional employees (i.e,, 
, scientists, engineers, managers) who request extended educational leaves • This 
requirenent exists only in large research and development facilities. Neither 
the production nor the maintenance and support facilities mention specific 
post-tuition-aid employment .requireaients. 

In three recent surveys of private industry,- over BOf of the companies with 
tuition-aid programs offered financial assistance to all their employees. Many 

^ programs, however, stated specific pre-tuition-aid and post-tuition-aid 
employment stipulations. Of the 200 tuition-aid programs analyzed by The 

Gonferenee-Boapd--tn-1-9fOT-833t-of^the^ - 

employees. Others restricted tuition aid to salaried personnel, while a few 
offered tuition-aid only to supervisory or managerial employees (O'Meara, 

\^' 1970). The Bureau of National Affairs (BNA) survey, found that 52$ of the 
surveyed companies with tuition-aid programs had no length-of-service re- 
quirement for eligibility. In companies where a length-of-service requirement 
existed, it was most likely six months or one year, although a few companies 
did require two years. This same BNA survey found that 87$ of the companies 
with tuition-aid programs provided benefits to all «nployees. Generally, only 
small companies and manufacturing firms limited tuition aid to supervisors, 
managers, and professional employees (Miner, 19,78) • 

A Conference Board 1979 survey of 1396 company respondents revealed that 
tuition aid is provided to full-time white collar workers, exempt and 
nonexempt, by 96$ of t^^ and to full-time nohexempt blue collar 

-workers~by-almost-80>-of— the-respondents. Part-time workers were considered 

eligible for tuition aid in only 11$ of the responding companies. The median 
length of company service required for tuition-aid eligibility was six months, 
with length-of-service requirements ranging from one month to five years. The 
median length of service required after receiving tuition-aid was twelve 
months, with responses ranging from one month to three years (Gorlin, 1981). 

Expenditures for Tuition-Aid 

Thirty-four survey participants provided data on their tuition-aid expendi- 
tures incurred for FYTS, Fy79, and FYSO. (See Appendix B, question 5.) These 
DOE contractors expended approximately $1.2 million on tuition aid in Fy78. 
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These tuition-aid expenditnree included costs of tuition^ registration, books , 
and other fees. These same^ contractors spent |1.2 million in FYTS, |1.7 
Billion in FT79f and expected to spend |2.1 nillion in FY80. As shown in 
Table 7^ research and development facilities incurred the xnajor portion of the 
tuition-aid expenses in each of these years. 



. TABLE 7. 


TUITION-AID 


EXPENDITURES BY FACILITY 


FUNCTION 


Facilities 


FY78 


ma 


FY8Q 


Research and 
developnenit (18) 


% 916,421 


11,231,159 


11,486,925 


Production (10) 


267,191 


411,844 


448,883 


Maintenance " 

and support' (6) 


15,264 


108,791 


166,070 


Total (34) 


11,198,876 


11,751,794 


12,101,878 



The increase of tuition-aid expenditures from FY78 to FY80 resulted from 
several interrelating factors* Soma DOE contractors during this time increased * 
.their tuition-aid benefits and coverage. Most facilities experienced addi- 
tional participation in the tuition-aid programs, especially as their workforce 
increased. However, of most significance is that college and university 
tuition rates soared during tHlF^tlme:period7 as did the rate of inflation. 

DOE contractpr tuition-aid expenditures^are dependent upon local 
educational costs and upon the educational alternatives offered in that 
particular geographic area* Local educational costs at DOE contractor sites 
vary significantly. In addition,, the number of educational institutions in the 
site area varies. For example, employees at a large O3000 employees) research 
and development facility in the midwest can attend any one of more than thirty 
educational institutions in the greater Chicago area. Tuition costs at these 
institutions range from a .low of $12 per credit hour to a high of |123 per 

'CredlrtHiour^ — In-additionr-costs-for-textbooks-and-required-feesy-al-so 

reimbursed by .the DOE contractor, dlffli"' greatly. At another large research 
and development facility in the southwest, only one large university and a few 
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aaaX'l colleges are located near the DOE contractor site. Tuition coata revolve 
around the 1333 per seneaterfee of the. university plus the coata of textbooka 
and any other required aaaociated feea* 

The average expenditurea per tuition-aid participant for responding DOE 
contractors were |197 in FY78, |243 in FY79> and expected to be |260 in FY80. 
This included reimbursement for tuition costs of completed courses i for 
textbooka > and for required feea. In FY79f four DOE contractora apent under 
$100 per tuition-aid recipient; whereas two apent over |1|000 per participant. 

Theae average expenditurea per tuition-aid participant compare favorably to 
U.S. private company expenditurea reported in a t.978 atudy. The Bureau of 
National Affaire (BNA) found that the average amount apent per tuition-aid 
participant ranged from |45 to |2,000, with a median of |214. The 82 
companiea providing data on 1977 company expenditures for tuition-aid were 
equally divided between amall (<1000 employeea) and large (>1000 employeea) 
concerna. The large company averagea ranged from 155 to $1,200 per tuition-aid 
recipient; whereaa the amall company expenditurea averaged between $45 and 
$2,0Q0 per participant (Miner, 1978). 

Looking beyond expenditurea per DOE contractor tuition-aijd participant to 
tuition-aid expenditurea per DOE contractor employee, the TRADE aurvey reveals 
that the anticipated average tuition-aid expenditure per DOE contractor 
employee in FY80 waa $18* A comparison of this figure to private industry 
norms discloses that DOE contractors may expend less on tuition-aid per 
employee than U.S. private-industry companies* The one study reporting 
tuition-aid expenditures per employee was a 1977 survey of 600 companiea. The 
study estimated an average of $60 spent on tuition aid per eligible employee, 
with a $16 median expenditure per employee (Lusterman, 1977). 

Employee Participation 

The number of employees who participated in the responding DOE contraictbr 
tuition-aid programs increased from 6077 recipients in FY78 to 7220 recipients 
in 1979 to an estimated 8096 recipients in FY80. (See Appendix B| question 7*) 
In FY79, the latest year for actual figures, tuition-aid recipients represented 
1% of the total workforce of DOE contractor survey respondents. Tuition-aid 
employee participation rates varied among contractors from leas than IJt to 25% ^ 
with a median of 1%. Table 8 and Table 9 Indicate that the percentage employee 
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TABLE 8. MEAN FY79 TUITION-AID EMPLOYEE PABTICIPATION LEVELS 




BI FACILITY SIZE 


<1odo Eaployees 


1000-3000 Eaployees >3000 Enployees 


• ^0% 


7% '7% 



partlolpatlon ranged fron 7% to 10%. DOE contractor facilities with <1000 
employees and ■aintenaroe and support facilities reported the highest enployee 
partioipatTon levels. More than half of these tuition-aid recipients partici** 
pated in sequential, degree-oriented programs requiring the use of tuition aid 
' on Bore than one occasion. ' 



TABLE 9. MEAN FY79 TUITION- AID EMPLOYEE PARTICIPATION LEVEL 

BY FACILITY FUNCTION* 

RU) Production M4S 



Recent surveys revealed widely ranging tuition^ald enployee {participation 
rates within U.S. companies. However, the tuition-aid employee participation 
rate at DOE contractor facilities appeared to be slightly higher than the 
participation rate in private U.S. companies. In 1977f ^ Conference Board 
survey among 155 companies reported tuition-aid employee participation rates 
ranging about a median of k% of eligible employees. This survey also found 
evidence that participation skews heavily toward younger employees (Lustermant 
1977). The Bureau of National Affairs survey of 141 personnel executives found 
that in the average company with a tuition-aid plan, approximately 5% of the 
eligible workforce participated in 1977* Although the highest reported 
tuition-aid participation rate' in this study was ^0%, more than half of the 
companies reported rates between 3% lOK of the workforce. The survey also 
showed that professional employees made more* use of tuition-aid benefits than 
did other occupational groups (Miner » 1978). The Conference Board conducted a 
more recent study of 1227 companies with tuition-aid programs. The average 
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participation rate in tuition-aid prograaa waa 5Jf for whita collar groupa and 3 
parcant for blua collar groupa. Raportad participation ratea rangad from 0 to 
281 with a aadian of 3$ for production or oparationa workera, from 0 to 75% 
with a aadian of 31 for office and clarical ataiff, and from p to 1001 with a 
Mdian of 5% for lowar-laval ax««pt paraonnal (Gorlin, 1981) i 

Bffacta of Tuition-.Ai<l Programa 



DOE contractora rate highly five poaitive effecta of their tuition-aid 
programa. Theaa include improved' career development within the company, 
. iocreaaad employee aatiaf action, improved effectiveneas.of managerial 
porflonnal, <Tip>'»v*H «iff ectiveneaa of acientiata, engineera, and, technicians, 
and improved effectiveneaa of clerical enployeea. 
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1. 

2; 

3. 

3. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 



Improved effectiveness of clerical employucs 

Improved effectiveness of mAn«Rerl*,l personnel 

Improved isffectlveness of sclentlHtH. en«lnuur«, cochnici/ins 

Lowered rato of labor turnover 

l!»r.rea,sed iifflployee «ntlHfnr.Lluii 

Improved career dov»ilopm#int within i owp/iny 

Improvrd unlon/man/i^^emcnt rol/ilioiui 

Lowered absenteelMi 

Improved employee Awareness of civic and cosmiunity activities 



Figure 6. Perceived Positive Impacts of Tuition-Aid Programs 
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Thlrty-nlne DOE oontractor respondents, Indloated their perceived effects of 
their respective tultlon-ald prosrams* (See Appendix B| question 12.) T^iey 
rated nine progfaa effects along a negatlve-posltlve continuum. I.e., very 
negative impact, some negative impact, no significant impact, some positive 
impact, and very positive impact. Figure 6 indicates the percentage of 
positive and very positive responses for each of the nine program effects. 
Only ^0% of the respondents feel that their tultlon--«id programs had the 
positive effect of lowering their company absenteeism rate. Approximately 
one^fourth of the respondents indicate that their tuition-aid programs have had 
some positive effects in lowering labor turnover and in improving 
union/management relations. 

The DOE^ contractor opinions are quite similar to the opinions of union and 
management representatives in the 197 8,/ National Manpower Institute study. 
Figure 7 i^lch reports data from the^/NMI study reveals that a large percentage 
of both union and management felt that tuition-aid programs Improved 
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9 • M •Con>pAnx Union* 

1. Ifiifirovtd tfftetivtnttii of worktr* on tht Job 

2. Incrtaatrf worKtr ••tinfuetion 

3. Botctr unlon/iMn«|tfibtnt rtlttlont 

4. Hort vorktr nwartnta* of civil iind coiaminity 
•ctlvltit* . 

5. ^tort carttr dtvtlop«tnt 



«. Horc johr Mobility 

?• Lower »tt of Ifl^r turnover 

I. Lowtr ratt of cl^atntttipw 

9. Crenttr iRtMbtr >flrticipiieion in to€«l wiiMt 

lOj Crtattr mwk^t «iiprteiati«ii nati^nfll union 
•etivltitt / 



Figure 7. Opinions Concerning the Impact of Negotiated Tui^lon-Ald Plans 

^Source: National Manpower Institute, An Untapped Resource: Negotiated 
Tuition-Aid in the Private Sector, 1978, p. 48. \ 
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effectiveness of workers on the job and increased worker satisfaction. A large 
percentage of manageaent felt that tuition-aid programs had a positive impact 
- on career development. While union personnel were not queried about this and 
some other effects, it is evident that company management personnel generally 
were more positive in their evaluations of tuition-ai4 plans than were union 
personnel. 

Few DOE contractors perceive any difficulties or liabilities a&sociated 
with their tuition-aid programs. (See Appendix B, question 15.) Of the 31 
respondents to the TRADE inquiry, 21 (66%) state that tbey perceive no 
problems. Of the 10 liabilities and difficulties listed, the majority require 

simple changea In oom pany tultion*.ald plAii pnHnlea and proo^durftS to ^lleylate 

. administrative difficulties. For example, one small- maintenance and support 
facility states that its company tuition-aid plan should allow employees to 
take more than two courses during a semester if they so desire. A few 
responses express concern for employee advancement possibilities after a degree 
program using tuition-aid has been completed."^ One large research and 
development facility, for example, states that difficulties occur in placement 
of a qualified employee into a more responsible position after a degree is 
obtained. Two responses express concern for future increased tuition-aid 
participation and limited budgeted funds. A small maintenance and support 
facility responds, **a problem not faced to this point is the selection of| 
candidates when the num^r of requests for tuition assistance exceeds the 
budgeted funds." And a lai^e research and development facility indicates, 
"Future difficulties might a^se over limited budget and increased use of 
program. Criteria for reimbur^ment and percentage refunded might have to 
change.* \ 

In addition to the perceived effects of tuition-aid programs on company 
personnel and policies and to the perceiAred problems associated with their 
tuition-aid programs, DOE contractors indicated the level of support they 
receive from local educational institutions\n nine aspects of training. (See 
Appendix B, question 13*} These responses are^collapsed into three basic 
categories: no support, i.e., no support request^ by DOE contractors or 
provided by educational institutions; some support e. , DOE contractor and 
local educational institutions working relationships of once a year or less; 
and considerable support, i.e., DOE contractor and localVeducational 
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institutions working relationships of two or mors times a year. Table 10 lists 
the percentages in each category for the nine aspects of training. 
Thirty-three (70^) of the DOE contractor survey participants completed this 
section of the questionnaire., < 



TABLE 10. LEVEL OP SUPPORT TO DOE COHTR ACTORS FROM LOCAL 
EDOCATIOHAL INSTITUTIONS 



. Aflpeota of training 

Particiipate in community industry/ 
labor/education grifiupff^tcrassiist 
in meeting worker education needs 

Develop training materials arid 
conduct sessions to meet company 
training requirements 

Participate in planning related 
to the tuition-aid program 

Publlciz€< courses aiid programs to 
recruit potential participants 

Conduct courses on company premises 

Conduct courses with enrollment open 
only to company employees 

Offer specialised tecbnicai courses 
on a one time' basis or before courses 
appear in college catalog 

Allow qualified company employees to 
Instruct the company courses on a 



DOE Contranfcora Baporting 



No Some Considerable 

su pport su pport support — 

30 24 ^ ^6 , 

48 ' 9 *3 

70^ 15 15 

26 13 ^ 61 

43 18 39 

61 15 24 

52 24 24 



part-time basis 43 14 , 

Provide noncredit short courses in 

specialized technical fields . 43 21 36 

Where no support Is previrdff d to DOE co tttr act o rs» g e a era l - ly no req uesta,Jiave 
b^en made. When requested, however, local educational institutions tend to 
provide assistance in several aspects of training. Over 60% of the DOE 
contractors receive Considerable support from nearby educational institutions 
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In publicizing courses and progrMS to recruit potential participants while 
over I0]t indicate that they receive considerable support in planning workers* 
•duoational needs and in. developing training aaterials for conducting company 
training- sessions. On the other hand, 61> of the DOE contractors receive no 
support fro« local eduoatiottal institutions in conducting courses with 
enrollBerit* open only to coapany eaployees, and 70$ receive no support in 
planning their tuition-aid programs. Few requests for aid or support from 
surrounding educational institutions are made for these two aspects of 
training, pVobably because they are considered in-house activities by DOE 
contractors. ^ 

DOE contractor tuition-aid programs affect nearby educational institutions, 
in a few cases, it appears that DOE contractors do not perceive these local 
educational institution? as the most appropriate sources for providing the 
specialized training required for their particular workforce. Many DOE 
contractors, Hpwever, do indicate close working relationships with nearby 
colleges and universities, although one survey respondent replied that 
"universities often are not a^. the forefront .of scientific and managerial 
state-of-the-art in their curricula." Through training department 
coordinators. 11 contractors offer employees at|#io-visual courses developed at 
nearby educational institutions. In these cases, the employee-student receives 
both tuition aid from the employer and college credit from the educational 
instttutionv Tn-yrfrt^-Mnn^.i-DQE-faelllties use materials developed at nearby 
educational institutions for their own in-house t raining courses. Two 
instances exist where DOE contractors, have helped to develop graduate programs- 
that address specific labor skills required within their workforces. Prior to 
their development, few nearby opportunities existed for obtaining graduate 
degrees in these technical skills areas. The involved DOE contractors meshed 
their financial backing and their interested employees to meet their critical 
workforce needs. 
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' SOMMABr AND CONaUSIONS 

All 47 DOE contractor survey participants report the existence of tuition-!* 
ai(4 prograas at their facilities. These progress have been in operation from 
two years to acre than 32 ye^ars^ the age of the DOE contractor syaten at the 
tiae of the survey. 

The objectives that DQE contractors rate of greatest icportancd for 
tuition^aid prograas are to aid enployees in personal developoent, to Inprove 
enployee Job perforaanoet and to prepare employees for future company assign- 
ments. The major identified objectives of DOE contractor tuition-aid programs 
^ are identical to. those reported in private industry. 

Thirty-nine DOE contractor tuition-aid plans were received and analya^ed. 
Although the content varies from plan to plan, similarities exist. DOE con- 
^ tractors encourage qualified employee^ to further their education and training. 
They provide varying amounts of cost reimbursement. The majority provide 
financial assistance only for courses that are either Job-related or degree- 
oriented. Course enrollment is usually employee inltiated/but management 
approved. Few DOE contractors allow courses to be taken on company timet as is 
also the case in the private sector of the O.S. economy. 

Eighty-five percent of the DOE contractor tuition-aid programs are adminis- 
tered by specific company orglihlxational entities, i^e^t offices, departments, 

divisions. Eifucation and training depar tments and personnel services offices 

geoerally perform the^^majpr management responsibilities. 7 few DOE contractor 

tuition-aid~pro^^ — 

t The most prevalent method of financing tuition-aid programs is for each 
company department or division to be financially responsible for tuition 
expenses accumulated by its assigned employees* Tuition-aid expenses are also 
paid through staff line budgets, central cdmpany budgets, and overhead indirect 
funds. 9 I 

The implementation and operations of DOE contractor tuition-aid programs 
are widely dispersed throughput the company. All supervisory personnel show 
some degree of responsibility for effective^^tuition-ald program operation, with 

the first-line supervisor of— the -tuition^aid^partioipant^aasijm ing the key role. 

The supervisor involvement includes initially introducing employees to the 
tuition-aid concept, advising employees on appropriate career patterns, and 
ensuring that new knowledge is used directly on the Job. 

ERIC 
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Eligibility for tuition-aid anong the DOE- contractor survey respondents . . 
varies. Sixty- five percent require full-time employment status; whereas 2^% v 
indicate eligibility for certain part-time employees. Forty-one percent place 
reimbursement limitations on employees with other sources of financial assis- 
tance. Sikty-eight percent reimburse employees only if they complete courses 
with a grade of C or better. Sixteen percent stipulate time or money paybacks 

o 

from tuition-aid rec-?pients. Twenty-two pt cent require 'for tuition-aid 
eligibility from six months to two years of company service time. Sixteen 
percent impose' post- tuition-aid requirements of time or money. Many of these 
same stipuiationis .for tuition-aid eligibility are prevalent in U.S. industry 
surveys. ^ 

Tuition-aid expenses-^incr-eased f rom^U2L3iUioO„nJX78__to„i^ 

FY80. The average expenditure per participant was $2^3 in FY79* The 
anticipated average expenditure per DOE. contractor employee was |18 in FY80. 
Both averages comparfd favorably with similar results reported in U.S. private ^ 
industry surveyrf'. 

The number of DOE contractor tuition- aid recipients increased from 6077 la 
FYTS to an expected 8096 in FY80. By facility size and by facility function, 
employee participation- ranged from 7* to lOj, slightly higher than the reported 
participation ra^es in private U.S. companies. 

DOE contractors rate highly five positive effects of thoir tuition-aid 
programs. These include improved career development within the company, 
increased employee satisfaction, improved effectiveness of managerial 
personnel, ipproved effectiveness of scJ^^ntists, engineers, arjd technicians, 
and improved effectiveness of clerical employees. perceive any 

difficulties or liabilities associated with their tuition-aid programs. 

Many DOE contractors maintain close reliationships with local educational 
institutions when their interests and efforts are mutually beneficial. 
Publicizing courses and * programs to recruit potential participants is one 
aspect of education and training where considerable support is offered to DOE 
contractors from local educational institutions. In a f^w cases, graduate 
degree programs have been developed to meet DOE contractor workforce needs. 
JX)E-contr actor tuition-aid programs fulfill ma ny of the expectations of 



employees, employers, unions^ and educational institutions. Although financed, 
administered, and operated in various^ ways, these programs *of educational 
assistance appear to have benefited both employer and employee. A future study 
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of DOB contractor tuitioo-ald participants and their subsequent Job per- 
foiiMncea^ however, would yield acre definitive results on the benefits of DOE 
contractor tultion-ald. 
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TRADE 



TRAINING RESOURCES AND DATA EXCHANGE 



Pi^QSt reply to: 



aohCotiirmtor TR^MH 
Lommhtn:' 

Bob 11. Orr 

Mj\On * ILiriKCfSiU Mason Company, inc. 
liffi.Colcfnjn 

LawreiHe ()t(keley l.-ihordtory 
Robe^i D'Anxio 

Brookhjvcn Nation jfl Laboratory 
Nancy Herman 

Lawrence Liverniore Laboratory 

Carter Johnson 

ArKonnc Nalion.it Laboratory 

r.avonnc LcwK ^ " 
. KthCo 

lanlce Lumpkin 

Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory 
Tina Mc Kin Icy 

dak Kidxe Associated linivcrsities 

Cafol MifKlli 

Rockwellinternationaf 

(Rocky Mats) < 

lolui Orr 

l .^.tfi Nuclear Idaho Company, Inc. 

A dvkory Reprtserttuthe 
(Uikc ol Industrial Relations 
Ui-pariniem of Hncrny 
WashinKton, D.C. 



.What is TRADE? 

Traint.ng Resources and Data Exchange (TRADE) refers 
to a series of activities designed to increase communica- 
tion and exchange of ideas, infonnatio.r\, and resources 
among Department of Energy contractor facilities in the 
field of human resource development. TRADE activities 
are planned and implemented by the DOE Contractor TRADE 
Committee. Representatives from ten DOE facilities com- 
prise the Committee. The. Committee Charter, adopted in 
November 1978, specifies that: . 

"The ttu'rpose.of the DOE Contractor Training 
ResouweS' Exchange Committee (to be known as 
the Project TRADE Committee) is to encourage 
and facilitate the exchange of ideas, tech- 
niques, and resources for improving human 
resource development within the DOE contrac- 
tor community. This may be accomplished 
•through the following: 

- Training' Resources Inventories 

- Conferences/Workshops 

- Publications 
Task Groups" 



Who is involved in TRADE activities? 

The Department of Energy contractor system is com- 
prised of over 60 laboratories and production facilities 
owned by DOE and operated by independent organizations 
under the provisions of a prime contract. At the present^ 
time, the DOE contractor network includes over 100,000 
workers with cumulative capital investments greater than 
$12 billion.. Two-thirds of these facilities have partic- 
ipated in one or more TRADE activities within the last 
three years • 
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How is the Department of Energy involved? 

The strength of TRADE rests with its emphasis on peer-to-peer exchange. 
TRADE activities are undertaken DOE contractors for DOE contractors. 
Some TRADE activities have also proven to be beneficial to organizations 
outside of the DOE system, including other federal agencies and educational 
institutions. Representatives from the Office of Industrial Relations (OIR), 
DOE, serve as advisors to the TRADE Committee. From the very beginning, 
OIR has supported TRADE as a mechanism for maintaining the effectiveness 
and quality of the contractor work force. 
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PtEASE RESPOND BY JULY 28, 1980 



Appendix B 

TRADE 

SURVEY OF EMPLOYEE TUITION-AID PLANS 



Name of Person CompleUnQ this Questionnaire: 
Tille: 



Organization: . 
Office Phone: 



For the purposes of this study, "employee turtion ald plan" is defined as any formal pro- 
gram through which an organization offers financial assistance to some or all of its 
employees to encourage them to complete courses of study on or off company 
premises. The. assistance covers a substantial portion of the tuition charged by the 
educational institution or private company conducting the course; It may also allow lor 
laboratory fees, books, trantporlatlon. or other reUted>xpenses. The courses (whether 
taken at company request or on the Initiative of eligible employees) have to bear at ieatt 
an Indirect relationship to the employee's present or possible future job or be necessary 
for a jqb-refaled graduate or undergraduate degree. 



1. How long ' has your organization administered an employee tuition-aid program? 
years - * 



J 
5. 



2. What office administers the tulllon-ald program? 



o 



3. How is the mimlnlslfatlon of your tuition aid program budgeted? 



4. Briefly explain the lulllon-ald plans in relationship to your total training activities; 



For each of the following Items, what was the total number of dollars your organization paid 
under the tuition-aid plan for benefits to covered employees for the following years? 



Fvim rvmi FviNo rvmi 

EST. EST. 



A, Toltl tuition ptyrfiMla for •mploy««s, . 

•. Total ptymonli for tlud«nt oxpontos 
olh#r man luttton ^aueh ot books. 

loti and r»elttrtllon !•••). 

C. AdmlnUlrafloft of the progrom 

0. Whol wore your •reanlxollofi'e lolol ox* 

KndllurM lor employee oductlon and t 

Ining ; \ . ^ 

6. How many employees (union and non-union) wore'on your payroll as of 5/31/80? 



7. How many of your eligible employees have used the tuUlon ald program? 



Uiei prograin 
at i#aai once 



In 1I7S 



Used profram en 
a regular basil 



9 ApproxltnatelV porcenlaot of lh« following caltgpclM of 6liQibl« p*r$onn«l used th« 
employee lultion-aki pfogram In FY 19797 
(Plus* check If not eMQitHe) 

Ctlefwy % NelEilflble 
A. Sclenlltie 

9« Cimlfieefe ^ 

C. TacMlclane ^ 

D. CfsltemM 

^ C. Mifiagaftal Ptrsomwl 

r. Olher 

9. Who mutt gWe for mai approval lo. each employee's application for tultlon-ald? 
f Fanna^Aipp^wal 

Ne Yet 

A. Employfa'a lfnme<lleU aupanrtMr . . . . □ □ 

t. S4«penHMC •! tducetlefi an4 Iralnlne □ 

^ C. ^•rtonn*! e«parlm««H H 

O. Jolfil vr unlMi •diicatlon eammlllM ^ □ ^ 

C. Tha MfMcallofitl Intilltiflan offarli^ ih« . 

caurta .....O * O 

F. Otiiaf cofiipany ar anlan raeretefHalhrae 

(Flaa«etpe(irykyiMle» ..T □ 



10. What Is the role of the employee's Immediate aupervlaor In terms of publicizing, Initiating, 
screening, approving* or monitoring participation In the tultlon*ald program? 



How Important are the following objectives to your organization's tultlon-ald pfar>? 

A consietf* Mmi 
Not a 8lloa, M 
faclr 



el ell Ifitpoitani Impoilani IrnporJani &sS 



A. To recruit' " 

emptoytea □ □ 4: LI O 

i. Teypdste 

•clanilaU* ana anflnaara* 



•kllis le cttanglnt 

lachneieey ..... O □ ' O □ o 

C. Te tipMe technicians* 
knawMoa ana aiUHa 
lecfMMiame 

• technology O U □ CI O 

0. To upMs manaeeHal > 

|rvv wnffVi ■ Hafvwfwpv 

anaalONsta ^ . 

changtoie 

lachnaloay O O □ fj a 

E. Te update ettrlcai 
parionnal*s kAowtadoa 
aiM sliills te 
chMigInQ 

technology □ H O n D 

F. To aid amployaas 

In thak parsonai ' 
davtiopmani and 

growth. 4 a - Q O, • O Q 

0. To impcava lha 
parlormanca af 
amployaao on lha 

joii a □ ' □ o • o 

H. Teprapare 
amplayaea far 

luturs saaignmenU 

In the eempany. . O U 0. G O 

1. Te Increase aliracilvanaaa 
ef company 

benelli pacfcaia.. □ □ a □ 

J. Ta canferm le a 
naeetialad 

a D o V o 



K. Olhar|a» C (.1 G Ct □ 

4& 



IJ. ja«do«,f;.p,tewl«aH««s.wh..,„,i«c.h«,h.,ui«^^^^^^ ,3: P.easaUc.... he, eve. or Support provided .oy^^^ 



liont. (PlVasejcheck ont box for EACH Htm) 



V«ry 
tmp«el 



A. InifrttMl •N«e* 
cMcal •mpleyttt 



tf 

•» itib a 

IIV«fltM»l 



□ 

a 

a 



.0. low«frai««l 
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APPENDIX C 

PABTICIPAMTS IN TRADE SURVEY OF EMPLOIEE TOITION-AID PLANS 



Contractor 

Associated Universities, Inc. 
Battelle Meporial Institute 
BCS Richland, Inc. 
Bendix Corporation 
Conputer Sciences Corporation 
.EG4G Idaho, Inc. 

EGAG, Inc.,. Las Vegas Area Operations - 
Exxon Nuclear Idaho Co., Inc. 
Fenir*and Scisson, Inc. 
'"^^neral At'oaio Ccapany 

General Electric 'Coapany - Nuclear 

Division . 
Genbral Electric Caipany «- ^Nuclear 

Division ! 
Goodyear Atoaic Corporation 
Hanf ord Enviromental Health nund. 
. Iowa State University 
Jones (J. AJ Construction Services^ 
Lovelace Medical Foundation ^ 
Luuus (C. E.) Corporation 
Mason and Hanger - Silas Mason Co., 

Inc. 

Midwest Research Institute 
Monsanto Research Corporation 
National Lead Cdnpany of Ohio. 
Oak Ridge Associated Universities 
Prinb^ton University 
Reynolds Electrical A Engineering 

Corporation 
RMI Coapany 

Roclcwell Hanford Operations 
Rockwell International, Energy Systems 
Group . 

Rockwell International Energy Systens 
Group 

Rust Engineering Corporation 
Stanford University 
Onion Carbide Corp., Nuclear Division 
Union Carbide Corp* $ Nuclear Division 
Onion Carbide Corp. , Nuclear Division 
Union Carbide Corp. , Nuclear Division 
Universities Research Assoc. ^ Inc. 
University of California 
University of California 
University of California 
Onlversity of Chicago and Argonne 
Universities Asaooiation 



Facilities 

Brookhaven National Laboratory 
Pacific Northwest Laboratory 
Richland Area 
Kansas City Plant 
Las Vegas Area 

Idaho National Engineering Laboratory 
EG&G Energy Measuraaents Group 
Exxon Nuclear Laboratory 
Laa Vegas Area 
General Atoaic Coapany 
General Electric Coapany 



Pinellas Plant 



1 



Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant 
Richland Area 
Aaes Laboratory 

Richland Area r 
Lovelace Medical Foundation 
Chicago Operations 
Pantex Plant 

Solar Energy Research Institute 
Mound Facility 

National Lead Coapany of Ohio 
Oak Ridge Associated Universities 
Princeton Plasma Physics Laboratory 
Laa Vegas Area 

RMI Coapany 

Hanford Production Operations 
Energy Technology Engineering Center 

Rocky Flats Plant 

Oak Ridge Area • , 
Stanford Linear Acelerator' Center 
Oak Ridge Gaseous Diffusion Plant 
Oak Ridge National Laboratory 
Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant 
Y-12 Plant 

Feral National Accelerator Laboratory 
Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory 
Lawrence Liveraore Laboratory 
Los Alaaos National Laboratory 
Argonne National Laboratory 
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appendix c 
pArticiphits in tradc sorvei of 

EMPLOXkE TUITION-AID PLANS (oonUnued) 



CoDtraotor 



Facilities 



OniTaraity of Tannaaaae 
Vitro EnsiMaring Coipany 
liAckanhut Sarvioaa, Inc« 
Vaatarn Electric Coaipany 
Weatarn Electric Coepany 
Veatiogboaae Electric Corp. 
Zia Coapany 



\ 



CoasMiratlTe AnlMl Kesearoh Laboratory 
Richland Area 
Lsa Vagaa Area 

Saodla National Laboratories (CA) 
Sandla ^-^tional Laboratories (NM) 
Hanf ord Engineering Deyelopaent Lab. o 
Los Alaaos Area ' 
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